Ab’proved For Release 2009/04/23 - CIA-RDP90B01370R001501 96022-7

ACTION

OLL 84-3690

Office of Legislative Liaison
Routing Slip

ACTION

D/OLL
DD/OLL
Admin Officer
Liaison
Legislation

=|olm|N|o o feofeo|—

SUSPENSE 20ctS4
Date

Action O

Remarks:

20ct34

Name /Date

STAT

=

Approved For Release 2009/04/23 : CIA-RDP90B01370R001501900027-7




« TECHNQLOGY ASSESSMENT BOARD Congress of the Anited Htates CI] rono O mecron
MORRIS K UDALL, BRIZ, CHAIPMAY OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT !

TED STEVENS, ALASKA, VICE CHAIRMAN

ORAIN G. HATCH, UTAH
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS,

ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, S.C.
CLAIBORNE PELL, R.1.

EDWARD M. KENNEDY, MASS. LARRY WINN, Jn.. KANS. g 2.8 0
CLARENCE €. MILLER, OHIO y -y (/ c

Approved For Release 2009/04/23 : CIA-RDP90B01370R001501900027-7

GEORGE E. BROWN, Ja_, CALIF. WASH'NGTON, D.C. 20510 umu"v[ UAISGN

JR., MO, JOHN D. DINGELL, MICH.

COOPER EVANS, IOWA
JOHN H. GIBBONS

27 SEPTEMBER 1984

STAT
Central Intelligence Agency Headquarters
Office of Legislative Liason
»» - Washington, DC 20505
STAT

Dear

I am
uncla
prepa
nothi
(Cong
(Secr

hearing which will be published in the near future. I believe that the text

enclosing a fragment of text which I would like to include in the
ssified Technical Memorandum on antisatellite weapons which OTA is
ring for the Congress. The text deals with a sensitive topic, but says
ng of substance about it beyond quoting two official sources, one
ressman Aspin's comment) from a published article and the other

etary Perle's comment) from the unclassified transcript of an open

should be unclassified, but would appreciate a classification review of it by
the CIA. I am enclosing a photocopy of the article containing Aspin's remarks
and a verbatim copy, typed by me, of the stenographic transcript of Secretary

Perle

determination as soon as possible.

's testimony. I would appreciate receiving CIA's classification

Sincerely,

/éfL;Aﬂm7/ﬁf§_ C a2,
Michael B. Callaham
Senior Analyst

International Security
& Commerce Program

Comm. (202)226-2007
FTS 426-0507
FSTS ID# 01146
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3.2,1 Contributions of Satellites to Mission Capabilities (U)

(U) The U.S. government has stated that it employs photographic reconnaissance
satellites for collecting imagery required to monitor compliance with certain
arms coTtrol agreements. Congressman Les Aspin, describing this use, has
_written : "U.S. surveillance satellites currently provide complete

photographic coverage of the U.S.S.R. at frequent intervals. If suspicions are
aroused by the regular large-area survey photographs, “"close-look" cameras can

.+ -. be ordered to rephotograph the area in question, providing more detailed

' information. The present generation of high-resolution cameras on U.S.

satellites are theoretically capable of making a clear photograph of an object
one foot across from an altitude of 100 miles.”

(U) Whether such satellites are used by the U.S. for collection of
intelligence of military value is rarely discussed in public by official
spokesmen. A rare official comment on this subject was provided recently by
the Honorable Richard Perle, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intermational
Security Policy, who, testifying on space defense matters in open session
before a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Armed Services on 25 March’
1984, said "...We believe that this Soviet antisatellite capability is
effective against critical U.S. satellites in relatively low orbit, that in
wartime we would have to face the possibility, indeed the likelihood, that
critical intelligence assets of the United States ‘would be destroyed by Soviet
antisatellite systems.” This comment suggests that the U.S. does operate
satellites which gather intelligence of military value and which are within
range of present Soviet ASAT weapons; however, security restrictions prohibit
further discussion of the nature of this intelligence or its utility in
enhancing military capabilities.

1(U) In "The Verification of the SALT II Agreement,"” Scientific American, pp.
38 - 45, February 1979.
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Excerpts from
Stenographic Transcript
of
Hearings before the Subcommittee on Strategic & Theater Nuclear Forces
of the
Committee on Armed Services
United States Senate

- »  Testimony on Space Defense Matters in Review of the
o : _ FY1985 Defense Authorization Bill

Thursday, March 15, 1984

" Statement of
The Honorable Richard Perle,
Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security Policy)

Mr. Perle: "...We believe that this Soviet antisatellite capability is
effective against critical U.S. satellites in relatively low orbit, that in
wartime we would have to face the possibility, indeed the likelihood, that

critical intelligence assets of the United States would be destroyed by Soviet
antisatellite systems.

"es.We, the Department of Defense, are simply unable to identify a means by
which we would verify a ban on antisatellite weapons. And the more
comprehensive the ban, the more difficult verification becomes.

"...and when one gets to other technologies —-- ldser technologies, for example
—— «..verifying research and development becomes all but impossible.

"...Let me say that this is not only the conclusion of this Administration,
that the previous Administration worked long and hard on the study of the
verifiability of an antisatellite ban, produced a lengthy report —-— it must be
an inch thick ~- looked at 20 or 21 or 22 different possible approaches to

ASAT arms control, and came to the conclusion that the ASAT problems were
insurmountable.

"I share that view, Senator..."
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The Verification

of the SALT II Agreement

The U.S. has at its disposal ample ‘‘national technical means’

14

of surveillance co detect any accempe by cthe U.S.S.R. to gain

keystone of any internation-

al arms-control agreement s the

sbility of each side 10 make sure
the other side abides by . Without ade-
quase verification of compliance agree-
ments such as the bilateral strasegic-
orms pacts between the US. and the
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a significant milicary advancage by violating a new arms pact

by Les Aspin

tic missiles (SLBM's) and long-range
heavy bombers.

The U.S.S.R. could try 10 evade the
ceiling on the total number of strategic
launchers in three ways: by deploying
acw types of strategic weapons, by de-
ploying more weapons of the existing
types or by converting nonstrategic. tac-
tical weapons into strategic ones (for ex-
ampie by increasing their range).

firet of these cheating methods—
deployu,s new types of suategic
weapons—is perhaps the least feasible
and most easily detectable way in which
the US.S.R. could violate the SALT If
total-launcher ceiling. The introduction
of a pew ic weapon involves at
least ive stages: research, development.
testing. production and deployment. At
any ooe of these stages the present abili-
ty of the U.S. to detect clandestine activ-
ity on the part of the U.S.S.R. ranges
from fair to excellent. The key point.
however. is that the Russians would
have to disguise all five stages. and the
odds against their successfully doing so
are extremely high.

Consider the ways in which the U.S.
is currently able to monitor just one
of these stages: the testing of strategic
launchers. U S. line-of-sight radars can
identify the distinctive “signature” of
reflected microwaves associated with
cach major type of Russian missile. In
addition over-the-horizon radars can
penetrate deep into the interior of the
U.S.S.R. and recognize the characteris-
tic pattern each type of missile makes
when it disturbe the earth's ionosphere.
Early-warning satellites, originally de-
signed to detect & Russian ICBM attack,

can also serve 10 monitor missile tests:
the infrarcd sensors on these satellines
can identify the rocket-exhaust plume of
a missile as it is being test-fired. Finally,
the U.S. has a complex array of sensors,
including assorted photographic gear,
on ships and planes that routinely moni-
tor missile-test impact areas on the pe-
riphery of the U.S.S.R. and n the Pacif-
ic. The information gathered from these
sources can be used to distinguish new
types of missiles from old ones.

In short, the “national technical
means” of surveillance availabie to this
country for obeerving Russian missile
tests are multiple. redundant and com-
plementary. They enable the U S. to de-
tect all long-range missiles fired from
test sites in the U.SS.R. They are. in
fact. far more reliable than most human
intelligence gathering (that is. spying).
which may yield second-hand. dated in-
formation or even false. planted infor-
mation.

To repeat. testing is only one of the
five steps that must be taken before &
new weapon is ready to be introduced to
the strategic arena. Other means of de-
tection could uncover a Russian attempt
to evade this particular treaty provision
cither before testing (during the re-
search and development stages) or after
testing (during the production and de-
ployment stages).

The second method potentially avail-
able to the US.S.R. for cheating on the
overall strategic-launcher ceiling—de-
ploying ad¢:"'onal weapons of existing
types—is more difficult to moaitor than
the first cheating method. but here the
detection capabilities of the U.S. are still
very good indeed. The national techni-
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: * socissed Support equipment can also be

If the Russians were to attempt to hide
these activities. they would probabdly
" have somecwhat more luck than they
would with strategic submarines. Af-

miles. Photographs at this resolution
would leave little doubt about the na-
ture of the activities in question.
Alternatively the Russians could at-
tempt 10 deploy additional ICBM's un-

der camouflage or at night. U.S. satel-
lies, however, are now equipped with
multispectral sensors that can penetrate
camouflage and can also obeervs night-
time activity. Infrared sensors are par-
ticularly good at detecting underground
missile silos and silos that have been
camouflaged. As long as the ground in
the immediate vicinity of the suspicious
object is at & different temperature from
that of the surrounding terrain (or has
different infrared-emission characteris-
tics) an underground or camouflaged
missile silo will stand out in the infrared
image.

i Uy because of the time it takes
for US. photoanalysts to process the
data contained in such satellite pictures,
small-scale violations might be hard to
identify. Any sizable eflort to cheat (say
a clandestine addition of 100 ICBM's).
however, would surely be detected.

third method of cheating on the

overall strategic-launcher ceiling—
converting nonstrategic weapons into

sotable exampies of Russian intermedi-
ate-range weapoas that could be made

long-range (and therefors strategic)

weapons are the Backfire bomber and
the $S3-20 imtermediase-range ballistic
missile (IRBM).

There i little disagreement within the
US. intelligence community that the

primary purpose of the Backfire is to

CMTY Out missions in arcys peripheral to
the USSR. (such as Europe and Chi-
oa). Roughly half of the Backfires de-
ployed 30 far have been assigned to na-
val-aviation missions. and the rest are
pert of the US.S.R.'s medivm-bomber
force. There is also little question. how-
ever. that the Backfire has some inter-

STRATEQGIC- NUMBER OF | wusmen oF
WE *PONg LAUNCNERS | wAMEADS TOTAL NUMSER
LAL~ CHERS DEPLOYED PER LAUNCMER | OF WARMEADS
S | NUTEMAN w0 iCBM 550 3 1.650
| & | PoSEIDON C-3 sLBM 98 10 - €960
12 T susrota 1.048 A 8610
o | T com 54 1 54
€ | vaTEMAN 0 1ICOM 450 1 450
§ POLAAIS A-) SLEBM 100 13 MAVS) 160
» | 8520 BOMBER ] 4 318
2 8-520.8-52H 209 4 1,078+ 1.500 SRAM'S)
SUBTOTAL 1012 3558
TOTAL 2.058 10,168

continental capability, specifically for
one-way missions with recovery in a
third country. for round-trip attacks
against the western U S. and. provided
the bombers are refueled in flight. for
even longer round-trip missions.

Although the SALT I treaty wilf ex-
clude Backfires from the overall co...t
of strategic launchers, the tresty will be
accompanied by & variety of assurances
(some in the form of unilateral state-
ments) that will limit the strategic val'se
of the sircraft. These assurances could
include limits on the production and de-
ployment of the Backfire. restrictions on
the employment of the bomber in con-
junction with tanker aircraft capable of
in-Gight refueling and limits on the
bomber’s range and payload. Of these
assurances the easiest to verily would be
the limits on production and depioy-
ment (even assuming deception), simply
because of the size and complexity of
thess activities. These constraints are as
applicable to the Backfire as they are to
the strategic Bear and Bison bombers
discussed above

Verifying tanker restrictions would be
a little harder. U © Air Force pilots tes-
tify to the dificulty of midair refueling.
It is extremely doubtful that the Rus-
sians would actually try to refuel Back-
fires during a war without having at-
tempted some practice runs. and prac-
tice runs can be monitored by a variety
of means. including listening i z-
craft communications. If the Russians
wanted 10 ¥ chances and at-
lempt wartime refuelings without re
hearsais. however. there is no guaran-
teed means of verifying any such restric-
tions oo tanker employment.

The most difficult of the SALT Il
Backfire assurances to verify involve the
plane’'s characteristics. specifically its
range and payload. Even with unhin-
dered surveillance there has already
been some dispute among U.S. analysts
over the range of the Sackfire. Assum-
ing skillful and determined cheating on
the part of the US.S.R., both the range
and the payload of the Backfire could
probably be disguised.

The other intermediate-range weapon
that could be converted into a strategic
weapon is the $5-20 IRBM. The $5-20 is
not covered by the SALT I treaty, since
its present range (3.000 kilometers) is
less than the 3.500-kilometer lower limit
used 10 define iCBM's. The potential
problem stems [rom the fact that the SS-
20 comprises the first two stages of the
advanced three-stage SS-16 ICBM:

moreover. the mobile launcher for the
$5-20 is identical with that for ihe $S-
16. By surreptitiously stockpiling SS-16
third stages and payloads the Russians
could at some point in the future be in a
position to upgrade $S-20's into SS-16's
on short notice. This course of action
could provide them with a significant

Ulmmwmubhﬁ.Mh&bhﬂcMNQMc‘m:w.p
reentry vehicies and these that de

Mvdﬂ-nhh&bmmm-‘mh‘w-ﬂym
‘nﬂh.am-tu-ld-bﬂlﬁﬁﬁo-ﬂ.ulnlll bombers arv omitted.
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sumerical increass ia their ICBM force

teating
" 16 ICBM and will lurther require that

. existing $S-16's be dismantied. Thus if

‘the Russians were 10 try to sugment

. their ¥CBM force by adding a third stage
_and a differext paylosd to the S$-20°s. in
© effec’ making them SS-16's. they would

* be dommg 30 without any opportunity for

esting the acw system. The Cxisting pro-
wtype models of the $S-16 have not

- been tessed im almost two years, and the

last st was apperently a failure.
hmmmdwss»zo'n

USSR o a practical impossibility.

‘mp'obkn‘dmmqlhellu_s-

noastrategic r~les erremely dificulr.

limits on the number of

' madlutﬂneSALTllmtyvill

contamn numerical limits on missiles
equipped with multiple independently

"largetable reeatry vehicles (MlkV‘g)

and oo bombers equipped with strategic
aw-launched cruise missiles (ALCM's).
According t0 the treaty, the sum of these
types of systems will ot be allowed
10 exceed 1.320. Furthermore. no more
than 1200 MIRVed missiles will be
allowed on cach side. and MIRVed
ICBM's will be limited 10 $20.

There are four ways the Russians
might try 10 increase their combined
MIRV/ALCM total beyond the treaty
limns: by constructing new ICBM silos
and SL3'{ submarines for the addition-
al MIRVed musiles: by substituting
MIRVed missiles (or unMIRVed ones
. existing missile silos or submarines:
by deploying MIRVed payloads on un-

]

bers.

The first way the ' $.3.R. might try to

$
. A\

STRATEOIC- NUMBER OF NUMBER OF gmnunu

LAUNCHERS OEPLOYED PER LAUNCHER

8817 ICOM 100 10R4

S8.19 ICOM 170 tOR S ~ 2.500

S$S-19 ICOM 320 10RS

SUSTOTAL ) ~ 2.500

$S-¢ ICOM 130 1 130

$S-11 1ICOM 820 1(3MRYS) 620

$S-13 1ICBM 40 1 L]

$SS-18 ICOM 20 1 20
§ SS-N-8 SLEM 828 1(2 MRV S) s28
! SSN-8 SLOM 208 ' 2008
§ SSN-17 BN 8 1 16

S8-N-16 DM [ ] 1 ]

SEAR BOMBER 100 2 200

BIB0N BOMBER _40 2 80

SUSTOTAL 1878 208

TOTAL 2.408 ~ 4500

RUSEIAN STRATEGIC ARSENAL 1 estimeted in this table on o simder banls. In accend-
soee wilh he sew SALT B “counting rvier” the MIRV subtotal shows bere include seme 136
ICEOS et have sot Yot boen MIRVed and heuce Wil carry single warbeads. In additien
he lntermedinte-cungs bamber referred 0 by UL milltary soalysts os the Backfire s omitted
s geowel cumericel il of this kind toll to refloct substnntinl UL advestagm over e
USSE in terms of misslie sccarecy and rellobility. Mereever, such tabies do a0t lnchede the

fact that e UL bas Gomssads of tacticel suciear weapens capable of

reaching targets i the

UASR., sheruns he USSR has aene in 8 comparnhie positien to reach targets in the US.

evade the MIRV/ALCM ceiling—con-
structing new silos and submarines for
MIRVed missiles—would clearly be un-
feasible. since (as was pointed out
above) any chieating on the total number
of sach strasegic launchers can be de-
tected by the US. with a very high de-
gree of coat.dence.

The second way the Russians could
exceed the MIRV/ALCM ceiling
would be by substituting MIRVed mis-
siles for unMIRVed ones in existing
silos or submarines. The USSR, cur-
rer.tly has a number of silos and subma.
noes containing unMIRVed missues.
Deteciing their surreptitious replace-
ment with MIRVed missiles requires
that the U S. know which Russian mis-.
siles are MJRVed and which silos and
submarines contain which missiles.

in the SALT 1l negotiations both sides
have agreed that all missiles of a type
that has been tested in a MIRVed mode
or has been fired trom a launcher with
8 MIRVed warhead would be counted
aga.nst the MIRYV ceiling. The U S. pro-
posed this counting rule precisely be-
cause it facilitates verification. U.S. ana-
lysts already know from extensive ob-
servation which of today’s Russian mis-
siles are “"MIRV-capable.” and future
MIRV.-capable ICBM's and SLBM's
can be detect~d at the test stage.

Although the U.S. knows which Rus-
sian missiles are MIRVed, another
question remains: Is it possible to tell

which silos and which submarines con-
tain which missiles? The answer is again
provided by the known differences
among missile systems. First, Rumian
silos that contain MIRV-capable mis-
siles are significantly different in ap-
pearance {rom those that coatain un-
MIRVed missiles. Second. MIRVed
launchers require different command-
and-coantrol systems. support equipment
and other facilities. all of which are ob-
servable with existing U S. satellites.

The various types of missile-launch-
ing tubes on strategic submarines can
also be identified by U.S. surveillance
satellites. Any attempt by the Russians
to install existing MIRVed SLBM's on
submarines with unMiRVed missies
would require the alteration of the
launching tubes, the replacement of fire-
control systems and other extensive
modifications. These would take time:
even a routine overhaul of a nuclear
submarine takes from 30 to 36 months.
Under the circumsiances the changes
would certainly be detectable.

Another method of evading the
MIRVed-missile limits would be to take
an unMIRVed missile and replace just
its warhead. If the Russians were to
deploy MIRVYed payloads onto un-
MIRVed missiles in existing silos or
submarines. that would be very hard to
detect. Fortunately no such transferable
payloads exist now. and the current gen-
eration of Russian missiles have design

41
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charachristics that maks & virtually im-
possibls w0 wamsfer MIRV payiceds
from the aew MIRVed missiles onto the
old snMIRVed ones.

-"mmuwyphouuailh.d

© 1,320 om the wtal number of MIRVed

" missiles plus bombers equipped with

"ALCM’s. Could hkwmﬂ‘e.x:;e:
that ceili ucing more

nﬂow::-b'buﬂgAL?Med bombers?

For the foresceable future the U S

wi be abie 10 tell which Russian bombd-

. .y~ CTS 8Fe equipped with cruise missiles.

since Rwssian cruise missiles are ex-
ternaily smownted and therefore visible.
intermal mountings would present a
problem. but 30 far the Russians have
none. intermally mounted cruise mis-

the aircraft involved would presumably
have 10 be sent %0 some central {acility

ranges (i this case more than 600
kllometers)ady } %
Under normaitend; .S.
obuain adequate if tes of
characteristics, but there i
lematic way of verifying the range
deployed cruise missiles. Significant dif-

Unmiuile'lemriorwbyiu!i‘m
test. Unlike ballistic missiles. cruise mis-
siles do ot have to be tested at full
range or even near it for the military to
have confidence in their performance.
Like aircraft. they can be flown for a
limited time under cruise conditions.
a0¢ their range can be estimated on the
buzis of the amount of fuel consumed.
As it happens. the U.S. Joint Chiefs of
Sufl db have good estimates of the
range of existing Russian cruise mis-
siits. A3d the U.S S R. does not yet have
oF:to-starface cruise missiles capable

of sFwssgic ranges. Moreaver. the Rus-

«Q

sians are ot expected to have many
long-rangs ALCM's for a aumber of
years. and % it is unlikely that they
could exceed the numerical restrictions
i the SALT Il treaty beiure it expires in

A-.lorﬂupuyhodaol cruiss missiles,
there is 00 way at present to distinguish
8 ouclear-armed cruise missile from o

fore the treaty expires are unlikely.
Amuming that the Russians do per-
fect strategic ALCM's. the U.S. would
still not be a1 8 loes. If the Russians were
10 begin refitting existing aircralt with
new ALCM's. swspicions would be
arowsed and the U.S. would be sware of
the posential for cheating. Even if s new
Russian bomber were equipped with
ALCM's but the US.S.R. faisely assert.
¢d it was not strasegic and the U.S. was

cxpiration date of the treaty.

The SALT 1 treaty will also contain a
sublimit on the number of modern large
ballistic missiles (MLBM's) aliowed on
wssians’ 33-19 (which has a “throw
"~ of about 3.000 pounds) will
as an MLBM: any missile larger
than the largest ICBM currently in the
ian inventory (the $S-18. with a
throw weight of roughly 16,000 pounds)
will be prohibited. The debate over the

ubstitution of SS-19's for $S-11's after
sgning of SALT I provides ample
of the sophistication of U.S.
monitoring techniques. The dispute
urned on the question of whether the

joa of §8-19's in $S-11 silos vi-

the SALT 1 provisions covering
substitution of “heavy" missiles for
“light” ones. The consensus foilowing
the debate was that the substitution by
the Russians did not violate the letter of
the SALT [ weaty but that it was incoe-
- with ooe of the unilateral state-
ments made at the time by the U.S.
maifs $5int here, however. is what
discust!o¥ revealed. namely that e
US. kiitw precisely how much larger
the SS-19 was AN the SS-11.

Th: SALT Il treaty will also prohibit
“rapid reload” systems. The purpose
of this provision is to protect against
the possibility that the US.S.R. wouid
¢ - 4pile extra ICBM's and fit them into
exusting launchers once a first salvo had
been fired. Loading 8 $0-1r.n missile into
a silo is considerably more complicated
than putting & cartridge into a rifie. The
claborate equipment around existing si-
los necessary for such a system to work.
to say nothing of the storage sites or

HHi

P90B01370R001501900027-7

extra missiles. would certainly be de-
tectable with existing satsllites. The
Russians could scatter the equipment
and extrs missiles far from the silos and
probably avoid detection in that way as
Iomudnydidnothnlhcmullh.
system: they would then, howsver. not
have a rapid-reload capebility, and so
there would be no violation of this par-
ticular provision.

In addition to the treaty lasting until
1985 the SALT 1l agreement will

the protocol 100. One part of the proto-
will ban the deployment and testing
mobile ICBM launchers. The poten-
tial for violation of this section lies n
pomible depioyment of the existing
$3-16 ICBM in a mobile mode: no other

28
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certain deceptive basing schemes such
as the multiple-aim point. or “shell
game.” options discussed recently
(which involve the construction of hua-
dnd:onvenmomndso(dnlmoaly
a fraction of which contain missiles),
verifying the act'.al number of missiles
deployed wouid be very difficult.

The SALT Il protocol will also ban
the fight testing and deployment of
ground- and sea-launched cruise mis-
siles capable of ranges in excess of 600
kilometers. Since the ranges of cruise
missiles cannot be determined accurate-
ly s the event of conscious deception.
such a ban will not be verifiable.

The flight testing of U.S. cruise mis-
siles has only recently begun, however.
and these weapons are not scheduled
to be depioyed in militarily sigr.:licant
numbers until after the SALT I proto-
col expires. Current Russian cruise mis-
siles are primitive technologically. The
U.S. is far more advanced in the deve!.
opment of compact warheads. comput-
er-guidance systems and small turbofan
engines, the technologies that are the
key to small but long-range cruise mis-
siles. The U.S. Department of Defense
has stated that in cruise-missile tech-
nology the US. is “10 years ahead of
the Russians” and thet U.S. cruise mis-
siles now under development are “two
or three generations” ahead of current
Russian wespons.

There ire nevertheless some existing
Russian sea-launched cruise missiles
that exceed the 600-kilometer limit by
as much as 250 kilometery. Because of
their primitive design. however. they re
very large. Since any attempt to begii
new deployments is observable. and
since the Russians have no capability for
deploying new, long-range ground- and
sca-launched cruise missiles until after
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The sbility of the U S. to detect poten-
tial violations of the SALT Il agreement

"4 by the USSR. can be summarized in

terms of three broed levels of coafl-

.77 " demee. Funt. there are the numerous

cheating methods for which the verifica-

© toa capabilities of the U.S. are excel- .
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Second. thers ars ssversl areas in
which the verification capabilities of the
U.S. are at present quite weak. In all
these cases. however, the possibie chest-
ing is not militarily significant. The
problems of verification include detect-
ing the small-scale deployment of ad-
ditional ICBM's, moaitoring the oper-
ational characteristics of ths Backfire
bomber. verifying that an untested $S-
20 upgrade system does not exist and
verifying the status of a limited number
of heavy-bomber variants.

Third, there are a {ew arcas. main-
ly those involving cruise missiles and
transf{erable MIRYV payloeds. in which
the U.S. may face serious verification
problems at the next stage of the SALT
negotiations. Although the Russian
cruise missiles of today are primitive, at

ground reselution would avernge “better then

75 foet (compared with 350 foet tor tuture LANDSAT mimioas).”




R R R R R R RO R R R R R R R R R RO R R R IR RE———

i SN /pproved For Release 2009/04/23 | GIA-RDP90B01370R001501900027-7 [l

that cannot be guaranteed in advance.
For example, U.S. monitoring of inter-
nal communications and signals within
the U.S.8.R. might pick up evidencs of
mn:uvitynminmdcwcubhby
sasmllite photography. An undetected vi-
olubnnUlmbnmbdbya
defector, whoss defaction could never
be assumed in advancs. Data obtained
under such fortuitous circumstances
would undoubsedly reducs even further
the chances for successful violations.

The potential for violations is aiso
overstatied here becauss inordinately
skillful cheating by the USSR. has
been assumed throughout. a routine as-

” US. could thea face a serious verifica- s & great deal of other nformation
‘ ption in assessing one's own verifh-
tion problem. US. imtelligence community rece .c::n i
It j
- capabilities. It may not necessari-
PROVIBION CMEATING METHOD POTENTIAL POR UNDETECTED ACTMVITY
Ouployng new svatege systems Nene
LM
d-‘-. : =
Somters Nore
1ICOy
.h'no.mm Nene
¥ Coting on e
rurmter of teunchers Sackdre.
12.400- 2.250) s for gt
Corweraryg
non-
Watege systervs Bachfre .
1 SrSegc syspmg | "WV9 870 payoad
88-20. wgraong
©SS-18
Corwerang
recordigured
bombers
Conetrucang new mussde ios Nore
O BOMENNe Irching Wbes
] Q@mw Sutiestuang MIFVG Masedes for unMiRVed
bml“sl-m‘mlﬂl nn—qduulb:rm Nore
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. the fenctioning of any large organiza-
" tiom and are notoriously inflexible. be-
trayed their plans. For cheating to be

wl everything must work per-

Juﬂy.lnlhcnalmld.hovem.mu

forescen events upect plans. To be sure.
one cammot counst on any particular
schemne's gong awry. but any nation
would be foolish 10 count on its not hap-

There bhas already been a heated de-
bawe m the US. concerning possible
Rusiaa violations of the SALT | agree-
ment. That experience has raised a aum-
ber of questions abowt the intentions of
the Russians regarding their compliance
with existing treatics. but it has oot
n'n‘-qummcnhilit_yd

Asn equally mportant issue is whether
. the Russians would attempt 10 cheat if
they felt they could get away with it. The
potential for violations is small: the like-

.Second. sven if the Russians became
dissatisficd vith the SALT il agreement

aler signing and ratifying it. they still
would not necessarily cheat. Seversl al-
ernatives might seem at least as attract-
ive. if not more s0: seeking the renegoti-
stiom of certain provisions. seeking to
modify the terms of the SALT Ii pact in
the SALT 111 negotiations. reneging on a
part of the treaty (or even withdrawing
from the treaty altogether). partly modi-
{ying their programs to comply with the
treaty and »0 on.

Third. there is the question of what
benefits would accrue to the USSR,
{rom cheating. There could be no politi-
cal gain unless the Russians made their
transgressions public. No one is intimi-
dated by weapons that are not known to
exist. Yet if the Russians did make pub-
lic the (act of ther cheating. there would
be enormous political repercussions.
The US. Government. for example.
might fnd tself pursuing an unprec-
cdented arms buildup in response to
the expressed demands of an aroused
American public.

Th: real dangers stemming {rom Rus-
sian violations of SALT Il would
arise only if there were a significant mili-
tary advantage 10 be gained by cheating.
for exampie. if the Russians. after cheat-
ing for a few years. could then unveil a
devastating superiority that would force
the imsmediate surrender of the US.
That. however. is impossible. Under the
terms of the SALT 11 agreement the U S.
will still have a (ormidable strategic
arsesal: almost 2.000 launchers and
roughly 10.000 independently target-
able warheads. To upeet the strategic
“balance of terror™ the Russians would
require much larger numbers of weap-
ons than they are now allowed. and it
would be impossible for them to ac-
quire eoough additional weapons with-
out cheating on such a massive and per-
vasive scale that it would be detectabie
ht heips io consider @ number of piau-
sible “worst cases” in which the U.S.S.R.
could actually cheat on certain SALT 1]
provisions sand evade detection. The
Russians might, (or example. add as
many as 100 ICBM launchers (0 their
strategic arsenal clandestinely. but that
would amount to an increase of less than
5 percent in their launcher force and
would yield no discernible advantage.
The Russians now have almost 2,500
minsiles and bombers. Under the terms
of the SALT 1l pact this total would
drop 1o at most 2.250. & cut of about
250. Hence cheating would be more
than outweighed by the reduction in
forces required by the treaty.

The Russians might also be able to
divert some Backfires to strategic mis-
sions in case of war. This substitution
would add marginaily to their second-
strike forces but wouid correspondingly
diminish their antiship capability and

»

.

undercut their capability against ene-
mies on their borders. which would
hardly be a {air trade [rom their point
of view.

The Russians might already have an
untested SS-20 upgrade potential. Even
if this potential were realized. the result-
ing $S- 16 missiles would be the least ac-
curate and least powerful ICBM's of the
current generation. The diversion of $3-
20's t0 intercontinental sttack missions
would also substantially reduce the
threat to Western Europe and to China.

The Russians might convert some of
their naval asircraft into long-range
bombers. Again. this would marginal-
ly increase their strategic retaliatory
strength while substantiaily diminishing
the threat to the U.S. Navy.

The Russians might also develop an
untested. nonrapid-reload capability.
The bencfit [rom having a launcher re-
loaded (at the optimum) 12 hours after a
first firing is questionable: the silo could
be destroyed in the interim and by that
time the reloaded missile is likely to
be no more than a potential “rubble.
bouncer” anyway.

In other words. even if the Russisns
were (0 cheat in every way that migii

" evade detection. they would add little o

their strategic power, and they might a¢-
tually reduce their military strength in
other areas.

To sum up. the ability of the U.S. to
verify Russian compliance with the
SALT Il accord is clearly essential to a
successful outcome of the agreement.
On close consideration. however. it be-
comes evident that the much-touted
probiems of verification are more imag-
ined than real. The multiple and dup-
licative methods of detection at the
disposal of the U S. are sufficient to reé-
veal any cheating on a scale adequate (0
threaten this country militarily. Cetiain
small violations of the treaty could be
achieved by the Rusitins without detec.
tion. but a handful of additional missiles
or bombers would add too little to their
arsenal to be militarily significant. In
the political reslm the Russians would
stand (o lose more than they would gsin
by violating the single most important
treaty they would have with a (oreign
power.

Il is in the {utyre that verification prob-

lems might become critical. Techno-
logical advances, particularly thoes in-
volving cruise missiles and translerable
MIRYV payloads. will stretch the moni-
toring capabilities of both sides once the
SALT il protocol and treaty expire.
Dealing with these systems under a
SALT lIl agreement may well require a
substantial lowering of the present stan-
dards of confidence for detecting viola-
tions. At that point a renewed examina-
tion of the entire verification issue will
be in order.

Approved For Release 2009/04/23 : CIA-RDP90B01370R001501900027-7




